the details of Farrer's argument receive hardly any scrutiny in the book. As an alternative designation one might propose the Ropes-Enslin hypothesis, to put things in historical perspective, or the Goulder-Drury-Goodacre hypothesis. But such names perhaps attach the hypothesis too closely to individual scholars. The One Gospel hypothesis might also be an appropriate name insofar as Mark is posited as the ultimate documentary source for the other two. But the Griesbach hypothesis, nowadays styled the Two Gospel hypothesis, could equally claim this name since it posits Matthew as the ultimate source for Mark and Luke, and Mark as a conflation of his two predecessor gospels. Perhaps a more apt name is the Mark-without-Q hypothesis (hereafter, MwQH) -which is, indeed, the original name of Goodacre's web site. 10 
Preliminary arguments
Goodacre's first three chapters lay the groundwork for the main thesis and clarify his position vis-à-vis the two other dominant Synoptic hypotheses. In agreement with the Two Document hypothesis (2DH), the MwQH affirms Markan priority; but where the 2DH insists on the independence of Luke from Matthew, the MwQH asserts Luke's knowledge of Matthew. In this latter respect, the MwQH concurs with the Two Gospel hypothesis (2GH). But the 2GH views Mark as a tertiary gospel, the product of a conflation of Matthew and Luke. Thus: There is much with which to agree in these first chapters. Goodacre observes that the 2DH, because it has been embraced by so many for so long, has achieved a false aura of received truth. This partly explains the fact that traditional objections to the MwQH are framed in ways that tacitly presuppose the 2DH. Since Goodacre appreciates the challenge from the 2GH as some of his predecessors did not, he also recognizes that Markan priority can no longer be taken for granted and thus mounts a defence of that thesis (Chapter 2). I have no quarrel with Goodacre's case for Markan priority and so will pass over this portion of his argument. His first and third chapters on the status quo and on traditional objections to the MwQH, however, deserve comment.
2DH

MwQH
Challenging the status quo
The need for a thorough defence of the MwQH should be obvious to all involved in the study of the Synoptic gospels, but it is pressing for Goodacre for two reasons. First, the 2DH has, at least in the minds of some, achieved near hegemony, a situation that threatens both wrongly to elevate Markan priority and Q to the status of received truths and perforce to exclude all other alternatives. Second, the MwQH has in Goodacre's view received inadequate consideration, especially outside the UK.
1. It is true that some have incautiously presented Q as though it were an assured result of research rather than the corollary of the hypothesis of Markan priority and the independence of Matthew and Luke. 11 Willi Marxsen once ventured: [t] his Two-Sources theory [sic] has been so widely accepted by scholars that one feels inclined to abandon the term 'theory' (in the sense of 'hypothesis'). We can in fact regard it as an assured finding -but we must bear in mind that there are inevitable uncertainties as far as the extent and form of Q and the special material are concerned. 12 Happily it is now difficult to find similar expressions of rhetorical bravado in favour of the 2DH. Yet it must be pointed out that these sorts of overstatements and the conversion of hypotheses into 'facts' by sheer dint of repetition or by logical sleight of hand are not solely the province of advocates of the 2DH; Farrer and Goulder have in fact done the same. 13 It is just as misleading, however, to insist on 214  .  describing Q as 'hypothetical' as if it were the only hypothetical construct in scholarship on Christian origins. John P. Meier advises: 'I cannot help thinking that biblical scholarship would be greatly advanced if every morning all exegetes would repeat as a mantra: "Q is a hypothetical document."' 14 Meier's exhortation is well taken but also bespeaks confusion. Q is indeed a hypothetical document. Equally hypothetical, however, are Matthew and Luke's dependence upon Mark, something that Meier (along with Farrer and Goulder) apparently did not think it worthwhile calling 'hypothetical'. These too might be added to Meier's mantra. For that matter, the text that we call 'Mark' is a hypothetical document. It is reconstructed on the basis of dozens of manuscripts, none earlier than the beginning of the third century . The substance lent to the text of Mark by the printing presses of the Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft should not be allowed to disguise the fact that 'Mark' is not an extant document, but a text that is reconstructed from much later manuscripts with the help of hypotheses developed to account for the numerous disagreements between those manuscripts and the text-critical criteria that flow from those hypotheses. What we reconstruct as 'the' text of Mark is, furthermore, only one in an imaginable series of texts extending from the initial draft(s) of Mark, to some putative 'final form' of the gospel, to the texts of Mark used by Matthew and Luke. With the help of an anachronistic analogy of modern publishing, we designate one of that series as the 'final' text of Mark and focus our reconstructive efforts on that hypothetical text.
Thus, the first point I should like to make is relatively simple: it is as mistaken to treat the 2DH (and the existence of Q) as an assured result of research as it is to insist on the hypothetical nature of Q and not simultaneously acknowledge the hypothetical character of all of the dependency relationships that we posit. Luke's supposed dependence on Mark is not any less hypothetical than Luke's dependence on Q, merely because we have third-century manuscripts of Mark. Still less On Dispensing with Q? 215 hypothetical entity. Here is a copy of it on my desk.' In this curious bit of reasoning Farrer confuses data (the text of Luke) with hypotheses and does not seem to realize that Luke's relationship to Matthew is a hypothesis.
Goulder declared, 'Luke's use of Mark is a fact (or generally accepted as one), while Q is a mere postulate' ('Is Q a Juggernaut?', JBL 115 [1996] 670). It is true that Q is a postulate, or, better, corollary. But it is absurd to claim that widespread acceptance of the hypothesis of Markan priority converts it into a 'fact'. Goulder's observation that 'Q is now hardly defended in the University of Oxford' (ibid., 668) is -to adapt his own phrase -both false (since the arrival at Oxford of C. M. Tuckett) and logically irrelevant. On this, see John S. Kloppenborg 16 as cases in point. Dunn's synthetic treatment of the thought of the early Jesus movement, however, hardly features Q in a substantial way, and it seems perverse to demand of such a book that it document each of the many hypotheses concerning early Christian literature upon which it depends. The need to acknowledge the hypothetical character of Q and alternate possibilities is arguably greater in the case of Crossan's book, given the fact that the structure of his argument rests in part on a stratigraphy of the Jesus tradition in which Q figures prominently. 17 The real test of Goodacre's assertion, however, is not literature on the historical Jesus or the theology of the NT but rather literature on Q itself. It is true that some of the studies on Q published in the 1970s and 1980s took the existence of Q for granted and did not bother to discuss other Synoptic hypotheses. 18 But thanks no doubt to the proddings of William R. Farmer, Michael Goulder, and Goodacre himself, this is no longer generally the case. 19 216  .  Goodacre of course knows and cites all of this literature, but it is conspicuously missing or buried in the footnotes when he laments the inattention of scholars to Q's hypothetical character. It is true that some who avail themselves of research on Q do not include all of the qualifications that might in some contexts be appropriate; but recent scholars who write directly on Q have fairly consistently acknowledged its hypothetical nature and the existence of alternate hypotheses.
2. The obverse of the widespread acceptance enjoyed by the 2DH is the general neglect of other hypotheses. Goodacre is right that the MwQH has been undeservedly ignored in Germany and underappreciated in North America. Goulder once complained that in German literature the only alternative to the 2DH to be imagined, if indeed one is imagined at all, is the neo-Griesbach (Two Gospel) hypothesis. But the situation in Europe is not entirely bleak. Frans Neirynck in Belgium has discussed Goulder's views extensively. 20 And despite a few A Objections to the MwQH Next Goodacre turns to three arguments that have been invoked repeatedly against the supposition that Luke used Matthew (and hence in support of the independence of Matthew and Luke), and two positive arguments that have been mounted in favour of Q (noting rightly that the latter are relevant only if the former are valid). Thus he first considers the objections that (1) Luke is ignorant of Matthew's modifications to Mark; (2) Luke seems unaware of Matthew's 'M' additions to Mark; and (3) in the double tradition, sometimes Matthew's formulation and sometimes Luke's seems the more primitive. He then discusses suggestions that (4) Q displays a distinctive profile and character and that (5) in favour of the 2DH is the fact that it is an effective hypothesis that accounts for much of the data of the Synoptic gospels. If these three objections to the MwQH and two arguments in favour of Q can be shown to be without merit, Goodacre will have succeeded in clearing logical space for his own proposals.
Matthew's additions in the triple tradition
Detractors of the MwQH regularly note that Luke shows no knowledge of Matthew's additions to Mark in the triple tradition. 27 Goodacre is quick to point out that this objection is actually formulated from the perspective of the 2DH, for it ignores the Mark-Q overlaps, 'Q' material itself, and the minor agreements, all of which on the MwQH are materials which Matthew added to Mark and which Luke took from Matthew.
Still, the objection cannot be evaded so easily. What the objection normally has in view are the Matthean additions to Markan pericopae in Matt 3.15; 12.5-7; 13.14-17; 14. What are we to make of this explanation? In the first place it is slightly inattentive to textual details, for Luke in fact accentuates the role of Peter. Although Luke presumably knew the brief Markan account of the call of Simon and Andrew (Mark 1. [16] [17] [18] , he substituted a version that omitted Andrew entirely and featured the exchange between Simon and Jesus prominently (5.1-11). The miraculous catch of fish (5.1-11) along with the immediately preceding healing of Simon's mother-in-law (4.38-9) combine to explain his recognition of Jesus as one endowed with divine power, making him the first disciple to do so and placing this recognition far earlier in the gospel narrative than either Mark or Matthew does. Elsewhere Luke redactionally highlights the role of Peter. At 8.45 he transfers a comment by Mark's disciples (5.31) to Peter, making him a spokesperson; at 12.41 Luke has Peter interject a question that introduces another parable (12.42-6); and at 22.8 Luke identifies Mark's two anonymous disciples (14.13) as Peter and John, the heroes of the first part of Acts. And Luke omits the sharp rebuke of Peter in Mark 8.32b-33.
Second, Goodacre's suggestion runs aground on Luke's treatment of the prediction of Peter's denial in 22.31-4. Not only does Luke pre-empt the denial by having Jesus announce that his prayer for him will mean that his faith will not fail, but Jesus predicts that Peter will assume a leading function in 'strengthening' his friends. Luke thereby assigns to Peter a key pastoral role in the post-Easter church, so that 22.31-4 functions rather as a parallel (though not equivalent) to Finally, Goodacre's assertion also runs foul of the fact that the first half of Acts features Peter's activities prominently, making him a key preacher and apologist, and featuring him in the origins of the Gentile mission. Goodacre In these cases it is difficult to account for Luke's omission of Matthean additions to Mark since Luke is demonstrably interested in precisely those motifs that also appear in the Matthean additions. That these additions were 'Luke displeasing' is manifestly not the case. 
Luke's lack of 'M'
Alternating primitivity
To the third objection -that sometimes Luke seems to preserve versions of sayings or stories that are more primitive than Matthew -Goodacre raises a counter-objection that the normal procedures for reconstructing Q involve the elimination of Matthean elements. Hence, 'Q' will invariably appear to be nonMatthean (and Lukan) and thus Luke will appear to be more primitive. This, as Derrenbacker and Kloppenborg have argued in a reply to Michael Goulder, misstates the usual procedures for reconstructing Q and certainly the procedure of On Dispensing with Q? 223 the International Q Project (IQP). Matthean (and Lukan) elements in double tradition pericopae are treated as secondary when there are good statistical grounds for believing that the element in question is Matthean (or Lukan) and when there is no reason to suppose that Luke (or Matthew) would have eliminated it. 33 That is, there is no systematic prejudgment in favour of Lukan formulations in the reconstruction of Q. The resultant text of Q obviously shares some elements with Matthew, but it also has elements that appear in Luke; what it lacks are those features that appear to be Matthean and Lukan editorializing.
But this really avoids the force of the objection, which is that such items as replaced Q's obscure expression. Such a scenario makes sense on the 2DH but not on the MwQH. It should be stressed that one or two counter-examples do not amount to a disproof of Goodacre's thesis, any more than a few 'minor agreements' cause the 2DH to collapse. Every Synoptic theory has to accommodate anomalous data. 36 The force of the objection is to show that the problem cannot be solved as simply and cleanly as Goodacre proposes. While the MwQH might be able to account for some of the Synoptic data in an efficient and credible manner, other data present far more difficult challenges.
The coherence of Q
The other part of Goodacre's response to critics takes the form of his response to assertions, including those made by this writer, that the 'Q' material displays a coherence and structure that does not derive from the redaction of Matthew and Luke. 37 The argument is not, as Goodacre seems to think, that prominent features of Q -the announcement of judgment, references to the Coming One, allusions to the Lot cycle, and the deuteronomistic view of history 38 -are not related to elements in Matthew and Luke; of course they are, since Q is extracted from its successor documents. It is even the case, as Goodacre points out, that Matthew may have imitated some Q-locutions such as the taunt 'brood of vipers' (Q 3.7; Matt 23.33). For that matter, Luke imitated Q's use of gender pairing. 39 But the point is that the elements that appear to be key in the organization of Q are not the key elements of Matthean (or Lukan) redaction: Q is not programmatically interested in Jesus as Torah-observant and as a fulfilment of Torah, nor as a messianic shepherd, nor in Lukan themes such as Jesus' piety, meal settings, reconciliation, or euergetism. Conversely, the Lot cycle and deuteronomistic theology are not the key organizing elements of either Matthew or Luke. The logical point is that the double tradition (along with a few Mark-Q overlaps) exhibits a thematic coherence that does not derive from Matthew's redactional interests. Nor is it plausible to argue that Luke's principles of selection of Suppose further that the common passages, once we have extracted them, cry aloud to be strung together in one order rather than in any other, and that being so strung together they make up a satisfyingly complete little book, with beginning, middle and end. Then indeed we might postulate the existence of a common source, without waiting to prove that B cannot derive directly from A, nor A from B' ('Dispensing with Q', 324). 38 For a discussion, see Kloppenborg, Excavating Q, the M ϩ Q material in Matthew created such coherence. On the contrary, the Q material looks like a coherent document because it represents a coherent document.
Brauchbarkeit
That the 2DH is an effective hypothesis -making sense of a good deal of Synoptic data -is a consideration that has been invoked in its favour. 40 Goodacre rightly comments that one should distinguish between Markan priority and the supposition of the existence of Q, for in the case of the Markan material one can ask whether the assumption of Matthew and Luke's redaction of Mark yields coherent editorial patterns. In the case of the double tradition, there is obviously circularity involved, since one has no independent access to the wording or sequence of Q. One cannot say with much certainty, 'Faced with a particular word or concept in Q, Matthew (or Luke) tends to do x', since that word or concept must be reconstructed in Q by assuming a particular redactional tendency in Matthew (or Luke). Moreover, as I have suggested elsewhere, the 2DH, because of its dominance, has replicated and entrenched itself in all sorts of other suppositions, from the dating of the gospels to the probable lines of christological, eschatological, and ecclesiastical development, to suppositions of what the evangelists were able to do as editors. 41 In any event, the argument from Brauchbarkeit is hardly a compelling one and no one, I should think, would accept the 2DH merely because it is useful. It is an argument that is more telling in its negative form: a hypothesis that is not successful in making sense of the data -that is, is unbrauchbar -ought to be abandoned or modified.
Unscrambling the egg
Having shown some of the typical objections to the MwQH to be problematic, Goodacre turns to the heart of his case in the last six chapters, rendering plausible Luke's use of Matthew. Chapter 6, 'The Synoptic Jesus and the Celluloid Christ', offers a novel approach to the problem, arguing that cinematic depictions of the Sermon on the Mount evidence the same sort of modifications that Luke has, ex hypothesi, effected on Matthew. 42 Since this has already provoked a learned response by F. Gerald Downing, 43 I shall pass over it here. Likewise, I shall omit consideration of Chapter 8, on the minor agreements, for two reasons. this is a topic that already has a massive literature, and one cannot hope to do it justice in a few comments. Second and more pertinently, the minor agreements have a ready solution under the MwQH as points where Matthew's reformulations of Mark have influenced Luke. As such they do not represent a problem for the MwQH.
A major challenge for the MwQH concerns its necessary supposition that Luke reordered the Matthean 'double tradition'. Famously, Luke has drastically abbreviated Matthew's Sermon on the Mount in Luke 6.20-49 and distributed other portions of it throughout Luke 11-16. In other instances, Luke would have disengaged 'Q' sayings from the Markan setting that Matthew had given them, and used them elsewhere. For example, Matthew uses the saying about having faith as a mustard seed in a Markan pericope (Mark 9.14-29 || Matt 17.14-21), but Luke, who uses the Markan pericope in Markan sequence (Luke 9.37-43), relocates the saying to Luke 17.6. The phenomenon is observed with Matthew's twelve thrones saying Goodacre's answer to Fuller depends on three assumptions: first, that Luke knew and used Mark long before coming to know Matthew, and hence his use of the latter was determined by his basic decision to employ Mark as a backbone. Since in most cases Luke had already used the Markan version as his primary source, he had to fit in Matthew's additions to Mark where best he could, which usually meant relocating them. Second, he observes that Luke shortened Mark's parable discourse (Mark 3.1-34; Luke 8.4-18) and Mark 9.33-50 (Luke 9.46-8, 49-50), and generalizes from this that Luke preferred short speech units of 12 to 20 verses. Finally, he asserts that the second part of Matthew's Sermon on the Mount is a miscellany or a 'rag bag'. Hence Luke, confronted by an overly long and rather disjointed Matthean sermon, justly thought it prudent to shorten it, preserving only the 'Luke-pleasing' elements and redistributing some of them to other parts of the gospel.
Obviously, the first assumption -that Luke used Mark as his primary guideis not capable of proof or disproof, but is a reasonable belief given the prior supposition that Luke used both Mark and Matthew and the way in which Markan and non-Markan materials are actually deployed in Luke. If the other two assumptions could be rendered credible, the MwQH might indeed offer a plausible accounting for Luke's arrangement. But there are two problems. First, that Matt 6.19-7.27 is a 'rag bag' is repeatedly asserted but not defended beyond citing a comment of Graham Stanton. 45 Such is hardly the view of most Matthean commentators: Bornkamm related the structure of Matt 6.19-7.6 to individual petitions of the Lord's Prayer and in this is followed (with some modifications) by Lambrecht and Guelich. 46 Others see the Lord's Prayer as the centre of an extended chiastic structure (Grundmann; Luz); others still divide Matt 6.19-7.12 into one (Gnilka) or two (Hagner) topically arranged units before the concluding section (Matt 7.13-27). With an even finer analysis, Dale Allison sees Matt 6.19-34 as divided into four 'paragraphs' and unified by a common theme, and 7.1-12 as the 'structural twin' of 6.19-34. 47 Matt 7.13-27 likewise displays a deliberate structure controlled formally by the contrast of the two ways (7.13-14, 24-7) and thematically by contrast between superficial adherence to Jesus' teaching and full adherence and the respective consequences.
Of course one might argue that Luke failed to perceive the design of Matthew's sermon. But once editorial misperception becomes part of a scenario, the explanatory power of such a thesis is diminished. This is because directional arguments ('it is more likely that x ⇒ y than the reverse') normally involve either (a) the supposition of a competent editor improving x by augmentation, revision, or omission, or (b) the appeal to mechanical transcriptional errors (haplography, dittography) that produce an incoherence in y. But if Goodacre assumes, as it seems he must, that Luke did not perceive Matthew's structure in Matt 6.19-7.27, then his contention that Luke shortened the Sermon by creating smaller clusters of sayings in Luke 12.22-32, 33-4 (Matt 6.25-34 ϩ 9.19-21), Luke 11.2-13 (Matt 6.9-13 ϩ 7.7-11), and Luke 13.24-30 (Matt 7.13-14 ϩ 7.22-3) is no more probable, and indeed less probable, than the view of the 2DH, that Matthew collected related sayings into the Sermon on the Mount. Goodacre himself concedes that it is difficult to know why Luke moved Matt 6.22-3 to its Lukan location (11.34-6). And one wonders why, on Goodacre's view, Luke did not maintain the connection between 228  .  Matt 6.24 (serving God or Mammon) and 6.25-34 (an admonition to rely on, and to seek, God rather than possessions) instead of moving the former to 16.13 where it contradicts the point of Luke 16.8, 9-12. Luke's procedure in 13.24-30 also seems rather odd, since he begins with a Matthean saying about a narrow gate that is difficult to enter and then continues with another Matthean saying (25.10-12) concerning locked doors, concluding with another Matthean saying (8.11-12) that concerns persons being thrown out of a house, evidently to destruction, a motif Luke ignored in his reproduction of Matt 7.13-14. One might reply, of course, that on the 2DH Luke 13.24-9 represents Q's sequence and these odd shifts in imagery belong to Q. 48 While this is true, it must be noted that on the 2DH, Luke is merely taking over a sequence from Q, while on the MwQH, Luke has seen a coherent sequence in Matthew, prefaced by the Two Ways saying (7.13-14), featuring sayings that contrast the outward appearance of prophetic figures with their inner reality (7. [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] and verbal assent with deeds (7.21), and concluding with a description of the fate of those charismatic figures (7.22-3). Luke has created from this a less coherent sequence.
Second, Goodacre's argument is premised on the assumption that Luke dislikes long speeches. But this generalization seems faulty. Luke indeed shortens two of Mark's discourses. On the other hand, Luke not only has a 52-verse speech in Acts 7, but he typically associates large bodies of speech material with a single discursive occasion, strung together with brief indications of Jesus' various addressees. Luke 12.1-13.9 is a single discursive event, set outdoors and introduced by ej n oi| ej pisunacqeiswǹ twǹ muriav dwn tou` o[ clou . . . h[ rxato lev gein pro; tou; maqhta; a uj tou`(12.1) and concluded with Jesus' movement into a synagogue Luke has 69 verses of speech material, more than twice as much as in his Sermon on the Plain.
On another occasion while eating at another Pharisee's house, Jesus delivers a long set of teachings, variously addressed to the invitees (14.7), then to his host (14.12), then to one of the guests (14.15), then to a crowd that had somehow materialized (14.25), then to a group of Pharisees and scribes (15.2-3), then to his disciples (16.1), to Pharisees again (16.15) , and finally to the disciples (17.1). Only at 17.11 is there an indication of a scene change. That Luke leaves unexplained the presence in a Pharisee's house of a crowd, including tax collectors (15.1), only underscores the fact that Luke can tolerate such implausibilities. He merely subdivides these 112 verses by having Jesus alternately address various persons and groups present.
Of course Luke might have broken up Matthew's Sermon. But the arguments that Goodacre provides do not give us sufficient reason to think that Luke had an intolerance to long swathes of speech; on the contrary, faced with the Sermon on the Mount one might more reasonably expect Luke simply to insert some transitional phrases, which is precisely what he has done at 6.39 (ei\ pen de; kai; parabolh; n auj toi`), whether one presupposes the 2DH or the MwQH.
The coherence of Lukan redaction
The success of Goodacre's case for Luke knowing Matthew depends on his ability to discern intelligent organization in the relocated bits of Matthew's Sermon on the Mount. In this he is largely persuasive (Chapter 5). The combination of Luke 11.2-4 (Matt 6.9-13), 11.5-8 (L), and 11.9-13 (Matt 7.7-11) produces a coherent unit on prayer, appropriately positioned after Jesus' own reference to the Fatherhood of God (10.21-2). Likewise Luke 12.13-34 (Luke 12.13-21 [L] ϩ Matt 6.25-32 ϩ Matt 6. [19] [20] [21] uses Matthean material at least as coherently as Matthew does in his Sermon to illustrate reliance on God's providential care.
Goodacre also devotes a chapter (7) to showing that one might account for Luke's transformation of Matthew's 'blessed are the poor in spirit' into 'blessed are you poor' (6.20b) if one takes into account Luke's redactional interest in the poor and eschatological reversal elsewhere in his gospel, and the narrative logic of Jesus blessing the poor disciples (6.20a) right after they have 'left everything' to follow him (5.11, 28).
Goodacre sees the 'advantage' of studies of Lukan redaction predicated on the MwQH in that they would inevitably have to attend much more keenly to Luke's literary creativity and artistry, since Luke's editorial activity entails not simply the alternating use of Mark and Q, with occasional insertion of L materials, but the large-scale reworking and rearrangement of Matthew. The value in Goodacre's argument is to point out the logic in Luke's arrangement of Matthean (or 'Q') materials -a point that is not, of course, new to Lukan critics. It also underscores the degree to which aesthetic judgement is part of arguments about the Synoptic problem. Directional arguments are often based on claims that the arrangement or grammar or theology of y is superior to that of x, and hence it is preferable to conclude that x ⇒ y than the reverse. But as those current with the history of argumentation know, it is all too frequent to find aesthetic arguments invoked in support of mutually exclusive theses. Goodacre stresses Matthew's unartistic arrangement and Luke's superiority; but Matthean commentators such as Allison and Davies, working on the assumption that it is Matthew who engaged in largescale reworking of Mark and Q, find superior artistry in Matthew. I would not wish to claim that the Synoptic problem comes down to aesthetic preferences that cannot be further justified. On the contrary, I wish only to point out that there is an irreducible aesthetic component in Synoptic arguments. That there is thematic coherence in Luke 11.1-13 or Luke 12.13-34, or that Luke 6.20b has a 'place' in Luke's gospel by being related to other Lukan and pre-Lukan elements, should not surprise anyone. As a competent editor Luke tried to make sense of the material he used, whether he received it from Matthew or from Q. That intelligent organization can be seen in both Matthew and Luke does not assist in deciding directions of dependence. Hence we are driven back to Goodacre's argument about Luke's tendency to shorten and abbreviate, where Goodacre has not made his case.
Petering out
Goodacre's final chapter, 'Narrative Sequence in a Sayings Gospel?', is perhaps the most innovative and challenging. He begins by conceding for the sake of argument the existence of Q and the observation, made by this author and others, that the first part of Q has a proto-narrative sequence and several progressions that hold Q 3-7 together. There is a geographical progression from the Jordan valley (3.2), to the wilderness (4.1-13), to Nazara (4.16), and finally to Capernaum (7.1), with later references to Khorazin and Bethsaida (10.13) and Jerusalem (13.34). Corresponding to this geographical progression is a series of transitional editorial markers (3.2; 3.21-2; 4.1, 16; 7.1, 18). Second, the first half of Q is bound together by a logical progression from John's preaching of repentance associated with his baptizing activities, to his prediction of the Coming One's baptism, to Jesus' baptism, 49 to John's question as to whether Jesus might be the Coming One (7. [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] [23] . 50 This 'narrativizing direction' of Q sets it off from the Gospel of Thomas.
at the same time (John 4.1-3). As to Q's assumption that baptism and repentance belong together, one can only point to Josephus, Ant. 18.117, where the connection between baptism and moral reform is taken for granted.
The other features to which Goodacre calls attention are perhaps more interesting. 'Q''s statements about Jesus' dining habits and the variety of his wonders seem to take for granted what is expressly narrated by Mark. But what is the source-critical significance of this? It should be noted that Mark narrates the call of a single telwv nh~(2.14) and relates a chria in which Jesus dines with telwv nai kai; aJ martwloiv and is criticized for this. But neither pericope implies that this was a normal practice for Jesus. It is the clearly editorial comment in Mark 2.15 (h\ san ga; r polloi; kai; hj kolouv qoun auj tw/ ) that suggests that the discrete events of 2.14 and 2.16-17 instantiated a much more general pattern. But must we then seek a prior narrative to account for what Mark 2.15 claims to be the case? Hardly. Mark 2.15 seems simply to be Mark's inference, although he does not have any further narratives to relate about Jesus and the toll gatherers. But if one were seeking the genesis of Mark's editorializing, Q 7.34 is a good candidate. On this scenario, Mark has narrativized the accusation recorded by Q.
Finally, there is the list of wonders in Q 7.22. On the 2DH the specific wonders of sight to the blind, mobility to the lame, cleansing of lepers, speech and hearing restored, resuscitation of the dead, and evangelization of the poor provided the reason for Matthew's manoeuvring stories that correspond to (and hence anticipate) each of the items mentioned in Matt 11.5: the healing of two blind men (9.27-31 || Mark 10. [46] [47] [48] [49] [50] [51] [52] ; the healing of a paralytic (9.1-8 || Mark 2.1-12); the cleansing of a leper (8.1-4 || Mark 1.40-5); restoration of hearing and speech (9.32-4; Q); a resuscitation (9.18-26 || Mark 5.21-43), and preaching to the poor (5.3-12; 9.35-10.42 [Q ϩ Mark 6.34]). Luke, who had not rearranged Markan miracles, had Jesus conjure some miracles on the spot to please John's envoys (7.21). On the MwQH Matt 11.5 (Q 7.22) is a summary of the wonders that have already occurred in Matthew to this point. Luke evidently did not recognize Matthew's expedient even though he had already related Mark 1.40-5; 2.1-12 and the Sermon on the Plain and had added a resuscitation of his own (Luke 7.11-17).
But one hardly needs Matt 5-10 to account for the list of wonders in Q 7.22, 55 especially when we now have a remarkably similar text from Qumran, 4Q521, which describes the deeds of an Elijah-like Messiah, including freeing captives, restoring sight, raising up those who are bowed down, healing wounds, reviving the dead, and evangelizing the humble. 56 Q's pastiche of texts from Isaiah, Ps 146 and 1 Kgs 5.1-9 appears to belong to the same view of the eschatological hero (though Q does not use the term 'Messiah'). To conclude. Although Goodacre has presented an interesting case defending the possibility of Luke's direct dependence on Matthew, none of his arguments can be considered to be sufficiently weighty to displace the alternative scenario, which is at least as plausible, that Luke and Matthew independently drew on Q. Goodacre's account of Luke's omissions of Matthean redactional additions to Mark, though it is a significant advance on Farrer's vacuous notion of 'Luke-displeasingness', is still unpersuasive; Luke's elimination of Peter is hardly intelligible given the role that Luke assigns to him. Goodacre's effort to deal with primitive elements in Luke is perhaps a step beyond Goulder, but his solution is not any more efficient an explanation than that offered by the 2DH. The attempt to account for the fact that Luke's Sermon on the Plain is much shorter than Matthew's Sermon is fraught with difficulties, and the argument that the 'double tradition' in Luke betrays knowledge of Matthew's editorial constructions can be turned against Goodacre's case.
In concluding that Goodacre has not made his case, I do not wish to leave the impression that a case might not be made or that the venture is doomed from the outset. On the contrary, those engaged in Synoptic problem research ought to acknowledge that all hypotheses remain open to fair and careful discussion -a discussion that, regardless of its outcome, ought to aim at clarifying the real points of agreement and disagreement and at vetting compositional scenarios that might shed further light on the processes that went into the composition of the Synoptics. 
